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and New Mexico that the proposed
MMS royalty valuation rule simply
will not work. Regulations should re-
flect a fair, reliable, and accurate roy-
alty valuation system.

The issue here is really very simple:
How do you set the fair market value
of crude oil extracted from Federal
lands on which to base the royalty cal-
culation? Oil companies do not deter-
mine how much they have to pay—we
do. Congress set the royalty percentage
in the Mineral Leasing Act, the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act, and other
Federal laws and these laws provide
that the royalty percentage to the Fed-
eral Government is 1⁄6 or 1⁄8 of the total
value of the oil.

This is a very complicated, ongoing
rulemaking procedure to assess legiti-
mate deductions and transportation
costs in order to determine the fair
market value of oil. But how do you de-
termine the price of oil that is pro-
duced in the middle of the Gulf of Mex-
ico? You can very easily determine the
price of oil at the wellhead, if you sold
the oil at the wellhead, some 200 miles
offshore. However, the oil is trans-
ported hundreds of miles onshore where
it is refined and then ultimately sold.
The question then becomes: Who pays
for the transportation of the oil from
the middle of the gulf? It is the Federal
Government’s oil. Do the companies
pay for the transportation or does the
Federal Government? There is a huge
disagreement on this very difficult and
complicated issue.

We say to the Interior Department,
in the Interior appropriations con-
ference report, that the rule is fun-
damentally flawed. It does not allow
for the legitimate deductions in the
costs of transportation that should be
allowed. Therefore, do not go forward
with this rule. Instead, we are giving
Congress and the Interior Department
time to come to an agreement on what
is appropriate and I am pleased that we
have been able to at least delay the
rule until a suitable solution can be de-
termined.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Sen-
ator from Texas, as well as the Sen-
ators from New Mexico, Oklahoma, and
Louisiana who have all been steadfast
in their desire and commitment to en-
suring a royalty valuation process that
is fair to both the American taxpayer
and to domestic producers. As was
spelled out in the report accompanying
this conference agreement, the GAO, at
a minimum, must thoroughly examine
and answer several central issues and
answer several key questions. Among
those questions the GAO must fully an-
swer are:

1. Does the OCSLA and the MLLA re-
quire that a producer pay royalty on
the value added by post-production
downstream activities?

2. Does the Interior Department pro-
posed rule allow royalty payors to ob-
tain timely valuation methodology de-
terminations on which they can rely
similar to the practice of Internal Rev-
enue Service letter rulings?

3. Does the proposed rule provide
that the ‘‘gross proceeds’’ method uti-
lized in valuation of arms-length trans-
actions can not be later set aside for an
alternative methodology (resulting in
penalties and interest) simply because
another entity was able to obtain a
higher value for the sale of production
in the open marketplace?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen-
ator. I would also like to ask the dis-
tinguished assistant majority leader,
Senator NICKLES, what, in his view,
must be examined by the GAO in its
study?

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator.
There are, indeed, other key questions
that must be thoroughly reviewed and
discussed by the GAO study. Specifi-
cally:

1. For non-arms length transactions;
the GAO should study the use by the
MMS of comparable sales as a measure
of value of production at the lease, pro-
vided the lessee satisfies prescribed in-
formation and sales volume require-
ments. This study should not be lim-
ited to the Rocky Mountain region
only, but studied for use in all areas.

2. The GAO must study the adoption
of alternative ratemaking principles
for DOI use in establishing the com-
mercial rate for transportation when
oil is sold downstream of the lease.
GAO must also examine what adjust-
ments are reasonable for location and
quality of production and post-produc-
tion activities when oil is sold down-
stream of the lease.

This seems to be the best way to ar-
rive at a fair, accurate, and concise cal-
culation of the fair market value of
production at the lease.

I am confident that in this way pro-
ducers and the Federal Government
would be ensured a fair and workable
royalty payment system.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator will
yield, I must say I agree with my col-
leagues, Senators HUTCHISON, MUR-
KOWSKI, and NICKLES, who represent,
along with myself, the key committees
of jurisdiction over this issue. The GAO
study that we have mandated must, at
a minimum, provide a thorough exam-
ination of these issues, as detailed here
and in the conference report.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for their guidance
and continuing interest in this regard.
Finally, I believe my colleagues would
agree that it would be useful if the
MMS would repropose its oil valuation
rule. It has been nearly 2 years since
the agency put forward its last com-
plete proposed rule. The DOI has re-
ceived voluminous comments since
that time, including detailed rec-
ommendations by industry at three
public workshops on the rule earlier
this year. It also re-opened the com-
ment period for a month earlier this
year. In trying to resolve this matter,
it would be helpful if all the parties
could understand the agency’s current
thinking on the contentious issues my
colleagues have described. Reproposing
the rule would be the best way to

achieve that result and I strongly en-
courage the agency to do so.
f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–5506. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, a
draft of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘Sur-
face Transportation Board Reauthorization
Act of 1999’’; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
HATCH):

S. 1769. A bill to continue reporting re-
quirements of section 2519 of title 18, United
States Code, beyond December 21, 1999, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr.
MCCONNELL, Mr. GREGG, Mr. GORTON,
Mr. FRIST, and Mr. ASHCROFT):

S. 1770. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the
research and development credit and to ex-
tend certain other expiring provisions for 30
months, and for other purposes; read the
first time.

By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr.
HAGEL, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. DODD, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. KERREY, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, Mr. BURNS,
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. CRAPO,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs.
LINCOLN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. THOMAS,
and Mr. WARNER):

S. 1771. A bill to provide stability in the
United States agriculture sector and to pro-
mote adequate availability of food and medi-
cine for humanitarian assistance abroad by
requiring congressional approval before the
imposition of any unilateral agricultural
medical sanction against a foreign country
or foreign entity; read the first time.

By Mrs. MURRAY:
S. 1772. A bill to amend the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to fos-
ter family and school partnerships for pro-
moting children’s educational achievement
through strengthening family involvement
and providing professional development to
school staff, and to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to provide for parenting
education programs; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

S. 1773. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to in-
crease student involvement, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, and
Mr. HATCH):
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S. 1769. A bill to continue reporting

requirements of section 2519 of title 18,
United States Code, beyond December
21, 1999, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
CONTINUED REPORTING OF INTERCEPTED WIRE,
ORAL, AND ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS ACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce today a bill to
continue and enhance the current re-
porting requirements for the Adminis-
trative Office of the Courts and the At-
torney General on the eavesdropping
and surveillance activities of our fed-
eral and state law enforcement agen-
cies.

For many years, the Administrative
Office (AO) of the Courts has complied
with the statutory requirement, in 18
U.S.C. § 2519(3), to report to Congress
annually the number and nature of fed-
eral and state applications for orders
authorizing or approving the intercep-
tion of wire, oral or electronic commu-
nications. By letter dated September 3,
1999, the AO advised that it would no
longer submit this report because ‘‘as
of December 21, 1999, the report will no
longer be required pursuant to the Fed-
eral Reports Elimination and Sunset
Act of 1995.’’

The AO has done an excellent job at
preparing the wiretap reports. We need
to continue the AO’s objective work in
a consistent manner. If another agency
took over this important task at this
juncture and the numbers came out in
a different format, it would imme-
diately generate questions and con-
cerns over the legitimacy and accuracy
of the contents of that report. In addi-
tion, it would create difficulties in
comparing statistics from prior years
going back to 1969 and complicate the
job of Congressional oversight. Fur-
thermore, transferring this reporting
duty to another agency might create
delays in issuance of the report since
no other agency has the methodology
in place. Finally, federal, state and
local agencies are well accustomed to
the reporting methodology developed
by the AO. Notifying all these agencies
that the reporting standards and agen-
cy have changed would inevitably cre-
ate more confusion and more expense
as law enforcement agencies across the
country are forced to learn a new sys-
tem and develop a liaison with a new
agency.

The system in place now has worked
well and should be continued. We know
how quickly law enforcement may be
subjected to criticism over their use of
these surreptitious surveillance tools
and we should avoid aggravating these
sensitivities by changing the reporting
agency.

The bill would update the reporting
requirements currently in place with
one additional reporting requirement.
Specifically, the bill would require the
wiretap report to include information
on the number of orders in which
encryption was encountered and
whether such encryption prevented law
enforcement from obtaining the
plaintext of communications inter-
cepted pursuant to such order.

Encryption technology is critical to
protect sensitive computer and online
information. Yet, the same technology
poses challenges to law enforcement
when it is exploited by criminals to
hide evidence or the fruits of criminal
activities. A report by the U.S. Work-
ing Group on Organized Crime titled,
‘‘Encryption and Evolving Tech-
nologies: Tools of Organized Crime and
Terrorism,’’ released in 1997, collected
anecdotal case studies on the use of
encryption in furtherance of criminal
activities in order to estimate the fu-
ture impact of encryption on law en-
forcement. The report noted the need
for ‘‘an ongoing study of the effect of
encryption and other information tech-
nologies on investigations, prosecu-
tions, and intelligence operations. As
part of this study, a database of case
information from federal and local law
enforcement and intelligence agencies
should be established and maintained.’’
Adding a requirement that reports be
furnished on the number of occasions
when encryption is encountered by law
enforcement is a far more reliable basis
than anecdotal evidence on which to
assess law enforcement needs and make
sensible policy in this area.

The final section of this bill would
codify the information that the Attor-
ney General already provides on pen
register and trap and trace device or-
ders, and require further information
on where such orders are issued and the
types of facilities—telephone, com-
puter, pager or other device—to which
the order relates. Under the Electronic
Communications Privacy Act
(‘‘ECPA’’) of 1986, P.L. 99–508, codified
at 18 U.S.C. § 3126, the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States is required to
report annually to the Congress on the
number of pen register orders and or-
ders for trap and trace devices applied
for by law enforcement agencies of the
Department of Justice. As the original
sponsor of ECPA, I believed that ade-
quate oversight of the surveillance ac-
tivities of federal law enforcement
could only be accomplished with re-
porting requirements such as the one
included in this law.

The reports furnished by the Attor-
ney General on an annual basis compile
information from five components of
the Department of Justice: the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the Drug En-
forcement Administration, the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, the
United States Marshals Service and the
Office of the Inspector General. The re-
port contains information on the num-
ber of original and extension orders
made to the courts for authorization to
use both pen register and trap and
trace devices, information concerning
the number of investigations involved,
the offenses on which the applications
were predicted and the number of peo-
ple whose telephone facilities were af-
fected.

These specific categories of informa-
tion are useful, and the bill we intro-
duce today would direct the Attorney
General to continue providing these

specific categories of information. In
addition, the bill would direct the At-
torney General to include information
on the identity, including the district,
of the agency making the application
and the person authorizing the order.
In this way, the Congress and the pub-
lic will be informed of those jurisdic-
tions using this surveillance tech-
nique—information which is currently
not included in the Attorney General’s
annual reports.

The requirement for preparation of
the wiretap reports will soon lapse. I
therefore urge prompt action on this
legislation to continue the require-
ment for submission of the wiretap re-
ports and to update the reporting re-
quirements for both the wiretap re-
ports submitted by the AO and the pen
register and trap and trace reports sub-
mitted by the Attorney General.

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1769
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Continued
Reporting of Intercepted Wire, Oral, and
Electronic Communications Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Section 2519(3) of title 18, United States

Code, requires the Director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts to
transmit to Congress a full and complete an-
nual report concerning the number of appli-
cations for orders authorizing or approving
the interception of wire, oral, or electronic
communications. This report is required to
include information specified in section
2519(3).

(2) The Federal Reports Elimination and
Sunset Act of 1995 provides for the termi-
nation of certain laws requiring submittal to
Congress of annual, semiannual, and regular
periodic reports as of December 21, 1999, 4
years from the effective date of that Act.

(3) Due to the Federal Reports Elimination
Act and Sunset Act of 1995, the Administra-
tive Office of United States Courts is not re-
quired to submit the annual report described
in section 2519(3) of title 18, United States
Code, as of December 21, 1999.
SEC. 3. CONTINUED REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) CONTINUED REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
Section 2519 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(4) The reports required to be filed by sub-
section (3) are exempted from the termi-
nation provisions of section 3003(a) of the
Federal Reports Elimination and Sunset Act
of 1995 (Public Law 104–66).’’.

(b) EXEMPTION.—Section 3003(d) of the Fed-
eral Reports Elimination and Sunset Act of
1995 (Public Law 104–66) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (31), by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (32), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(33) section 2519(3) of title 18, United

States Code.’’.
SEC. 4. ENCRYPTION REPORTING REQUIRE-

MENTS.
Section 2519(1)(b) of title 18, United States

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and (iv)’’ and
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inserting ‘‘(iv) the number of orders in which
encryption was encountered and whether
such encryption prevented law enforcement
from obtaining the plain text of communica-
tions intercepted pursuant to such order, and
(v)’’.
SEC. 5. REPORTS CONCERNING PEN REGISTERS

AND TRAP AND TRACE DEVICES.
Section 3126 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended by striking the period and insert-
ing ‘‘, which report shall include information
concerning—

‘‘(1) the period of interceptions authorized
by the order, and the number and duration of
any extensions of the order;

‘‘(2) the offense specified in the order or ap-
plication, or extension of an order;

‘‘(3) the number of investigations involved;
‘‘(4) the number and nature of the facilities

affected; and
‘‘(5) the identity, including district, of the

applying investigative or law enforcement
agency making the application and the per-
son authorizing the order.’’.

By Mrs. MURRAY:
S. 1772. A bill to amend the Elemen-

tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to foster family and school part-
nerships for promoting children’s edu-
cational achievement through
strengthening family involvement and
providing professional development to
school staff, and to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to provide for
parenting education programs; to the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

FAMILY AND SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999

S. 1773. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to increase student involvement,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

YOUTH AND ADULT SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP ACT
OF 1999

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are
rapidly coming to the end of the ses-
sion. This Congress has a lot of unfin-
ished business left in far too many
areas: Patients’ Bill of Rights, pre-
scription drug, guns, juvenile justice,
and education. Today I want to take a
few minutes to talk about one of Amer-
ica’s top priorities, education. Today I
am going to be introducing, a little bit
later, and describing several bills that
will improve education in America. We
are about to start our biggest debate
on education in 5 years as we begin the
work on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

If the past few weeks are any indica-
tion, I am very concerned that in this
critical education debate our children
are going to be the losers, and that
would really be a shame. Education has
long been a bipartisan issue, but some-
how in this Congress partisanship has
too often pushed progress aside.

Two weeks ago, I tried to help our
schools continue a very successful ini-
tiative to hire more teachers so there
would be fewer kids in each of our
classrooms. Just 1 year ago, this initia-
tive was announced as a bipartisan
issue and leaders on both sides of the
aisle claimed credit for this national
effort to reduce class sizes in grades 1

through 3. But now, a year later, this
amendment has been defeated on a
party line vote.

Parents and teachers want real solu-
tions. They want real investments.
They want a real commitment to our
schools. I believe we can do what is
right for education in this Congress.
When we listen to parents and edu-
cators and students, a vision for im-
proving our schools based on their real
needs is clear. I believe we must first
establish the following principles: We
need to ensure that all children have
an equal opportunity to learn. We need
to elevate the teaching profession
through better pay and greater respect.
We need to hold educators accountable
for students’ progress. And we need to
invest more money in public education.

This plan is built on a partnership
among Federal, State and local offi-
cials, working together to help all our
students. It starts with making the
school work for our students. That
means making sure the school build-
ings are safe and secure and modern.
That is why I am an original cosponsor
of the School Modernization Act, so
kids do not have to learn in crumbling
schools or overcrowded classrooms.

It means making sure the teachers
have the training and professional de-
velopment they need to give our kids
the best. That is why I am an original
cosponsor of the Public Schools Edu-
cation Excellence Act. A section of
that act that I wrote called Teacher
Technology Training will make sure
all educators know the best ways to
use technology to teach our children.

It means making sure education does
not stop when the school bell rings. We
need to give our kids safe and edu-
cational things to do when the school-
day is over and parents are still at
work. And it means making sure there
are, at most, 18 students in each class-
room instead of 30. We know in smaller
classes kids get the time and attention
they need. That is why I wrote and I
am going to continue to fight for the
Class Size Reduction and Teacher Qual-
ity Act, to give schools the money they
need to reduce our class sizes, particu-
larly in the younger grades.

Everyone wants smaller classes.
When you ask experts in education,
they tell you that, based on their re-
search, smaller classes make a big dif-
ference. When you ask teachers what
makes the biggest difference, the an-
swer is smaller classes. And when you
ask parents, Do you want your child in
a class of 30 or 18? the answer is clear;
they want smaller classes. Smaller
classes help kids learn the basics and
improve classroom discipline. Parents,
teachers, and experts all want smaller
classes.

Last year, this Congress promised
schools we would fund smaller class
sizes for 7 years. This year, schools
across the country are taking advan-
tage of that program. But here we are,
just 1 year later, and that commitment
is fading. Last week, I released a letter
signed by 38 Senators, Senators who

are going to stand up for class size re-
duction. The President said if this Con-
gress does not fund class size reduc-
tion, he will veto the bill. Last week, 38
Senators said they would stand with
him and back up that veto.

Let me say to my colleagues, if you
shortchange class size, the President
will veto your bill. If you try to over-
ride that veto, we will stand together
to make sure our kids get the smaller
classes they deserve, the ones we prom-
ised them 1 year ago, a promise made
by both parties to all of our kids.

I have other ideas on how we can help
our students. As we begin discussing
our Nation’s Federal education law, I
will introduce legislation to assure
that all segments of our school commu-
nity—teachers, students, and fami-
lies—play their role in improving edu-
cation.

To help teachers, my legislation will
give us the tools to recruit the world’s
finest educators; to retain educators by
improving professional development
and creating career ladders so that our
best teachers will not leave the class-
room but will have the opportunity to
continue to grow professionally; to
make sure all teachers can use the
tools of technology to boost student
achievement.

It will reward and recognize great
educators. It will offer a meaningful fi-
nancial bonus for States to improve
teacher pay. And it will require edu-
cators to meet the same high standards
we expect of our students.

Today, I am introducing legislation
to help students by creating more
meaningful roles for students in their
schools and communities, finding the
best examples of students and adults
working together and rewarding those
efforts and sharing those ideas with all
schools, and showing the link between
student involvement and student
achievement.

Because we know parents and fami-
lies are a child’s first and best teach-
ers, I am also introducing legislation
that will invite families into our
schools, train teachers, and adminis-
trators in the best ways to involve par-
ents, and invest in family involvement
at newer and higher levels.

It will use technology to make it
easier for parents to stay informed and
involved in their child’s education.
Borrowing from an example in my
home State of Washington, it will build
on the success of parent cooperative
preschools which use local community
colleges as a vehicle to improve parent
involvement and school readiness for
young kids.

I have talked with parents in my
State, and it has become clear they
want to be involved in their child’s
education. Too often, though, their
jobs prevent them from being involved.
That is why I introduced my Time for
Schools Act. Which lets parents take
up to 24 hours of unpaid leave off work
each year to attend academic events at
school and be involved in their child’s
education. That is the type of real-
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world solution that will help our par-
ents.

Those are all parts of the comprehen-
sive vision for improving education. I
believe this plan will help prepare
America for the next century. It is
based on what we know works and has
real money to back it up.

All too often, the debates on edu-
cation begin with talk about how bad
our public schools are. Everyone will
hear that our schools are in shambles.
I believe our schools are not failing,
but if we let this Congress cut edu-
cation funding, we will be failing our
public schools.

Most of our public schools are doing
a good job. Some are not, but they are
all facing more and more challenges
with fewer resources than ever before.
We have to recognize those challenges
and prepare our schools and our chil-
dren for the future.

Today, I hear a lot of talk about bu-
reaucracy. I hear our schools are
trapped by red tape. I was a school
board member, and I know what it is
like to fill out forms and, yes, we
should reduce paperwork. That is why
the class size reduction application is
only one page, is available online, and
takes just a few minutes to fill out.
Less paperwork is good. But somehow
some people have convinced themselves
that if there are fewer forms, our kids
will magically get the resources they
need. Fewer forms will not buy a text-
book or build a classroom. It takes re-
sources and support, and it takes real
dollars. Reducing bureaucracy sounds
good, but it means nothing if it is only
as good as the paper on which it is
written.

I hear a lot of talk about flexibility.
That sounds great. I support flexibility
because I know that principals and
local school boards understand their
own needs best. But we cannot forget
right now that the Federal Govern-
ment sets money aside for specific pro-
grams, like for homeless children or
gifted children, money to help our
schools become safe and drug free.
That money is targeted for special
needs which we as a country believe
are important, and those Federal funds
do a lot of good because they are seven
times more targeted than other edu-
cation funds. That money ensures that
every American child gets a good edu-
cation.

But the plans I hear about tell
schools, ‘‘Do whatever you want with
the money.’’ At the same time, those
plans start cutting the amount of
money available to schools, and then
our kids are the losers. When that dol-
lar is no longer attached to a specific
need, like making our schools safe
after Columbine, or meeting the needs
of a child who is behind or a child who
is gifted, it is a lot easier to cut that
money.

Now schools think they have a
choice, but they really have fewer op-
tions because there is less money avail-
able than there was the day before.
When schools have choice with less

money, national priorities and protec-
tions lose out.

Suddenly that choice does not sound
so good. Suddenly that choice is not
liberating; it is limiting, and that is
wrong because some of our kids are
going to be left behind when a bill
promising some version of flexibility
makes schools choose between chil-
dren. Let’s not forget that we have al-
ready passed a better version of school
flexibility called Ed-Flex earlier this
year. Let’s see how that serves our
children before we try more risky ap-
proaches.

We cannot forget why the Federal
Government got involved in education.
Thirty years ago, when education was
left to States and localities alone,
some kids got left behind. So the Fed-
eral Government set a basic safety net
for all children. These are the targeted
funds that some plans would put into a
block grant and then cut.

The Federal Government does two
other vital things: It helps us meet na-
tional priorities, such as teaching tech-
nology or reducing class size, and it
also helps students meet their poten-
tial and achieve at their highest levels.
When this Congress ignores the reasons
why we have a Federal partner in edu-
cation, we are left with false choices
that fail our children.

Our country deserves a real choice.
We must offer real plans, real money to
improve our schools, not false choices
and not funding cuts. I urge my col-
leagues to listen to the American peo-
ple. We should treat education like a
priority and do right by all of our chil-
dren.
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 1235

At the request of Mr. ROBB, his name
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1235, a
bill to amend part G of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to allow railroad po-
lice officers to attend the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation National Acad-
emy for law enforcement training.

S. 1510

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1510, a bill to revise the laws of
the United States appertaining to
United States cruise vessels, and for
other purposes.

S. 1626

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1626, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to improve the
process by which the Secretary of
Health and Human Services makes cov-
erage determinations for items and
services furnished under the medicare
program, and for other purposes.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 59

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. ASHCROFT) was added as a cospon-

sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 59,
a concurrent resolution urging the
President to negotiate a new base
rights agreement with the Government
of Panama in order for United States
Armed Forces to be stationed in Pan-
ama after December 31, 1999.

SENATE RESOLUTION 118

At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. ROBERTS), and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 118, a resolution designating De-
cember 12, 1999, as ‘‘National Children’s
Memorial Day.’’

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE AFRICAN GROWTH AND
OPPORTUNITY ACT

ROTH (AND MOYNIHAN)
AMENDMENT NO. 2325

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr. MOY-

NIHAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill (H.R. 434) to authorize a new trade
and investment policy for sub-Sahara
Africa; as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Trade and Development Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—EXTENSION OF CERTAIN TRADE
BENEFITS TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

Subtitle A—Trade Policy for Sub-Saharan
Africa

Sec. 101. Short title.
Sec. 102. Findings.
Sec. 103. Statement of policy.
Sec. 104. Sub-Saharan Africa defined.

Subtitle B—Extension of Certain Trade
Benefits to Sub-Saharan Africa

Sec. 111. Eligibility for certain benefits.
Sec. 112. Treatment of certain textiles and

apparel.
Sec. 113. United States-sub-Saharan African

trade and economic cooperation
forum.

Sec. 114. United States-sub-Saharan Africa
free trade area.

Sec. 115. Reporting requirement.

TITLE II—TRADE BENEFITS FOR
CARIBBEAN BASIN

Subtitle A—Trade Policy for Caribbean
Basin Countries

Sec. 201. Short title.
Sec. 202. Findings and policy.
Sec. 203. Definitions.

Subtitle B—Trade Benefits for Caribbean
Basin Countries

Sec. 211. Temporary provisions to provide
additional trade benefits to cer-
tain beneficiary countries.

Sec. 212. Adequate and effective protection
for intellectual property rights.

Subtitle C—Cover Over of Tax on Distilled
Spirits

Sec. 221. Suspension of limitation on cover
over of tax on distilled spirits.

VerDate 12-OCT-99 23:41 Oct 22, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0655 E:\CR\FM\G22OC6.001 pfrm01 PsN: S22PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-01T10:41:50-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




